REMARKS 

The Final Office Action mailed November 21, 2007 has been reviewed carefully 
and the application amended in a sincere effort to place the application in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of the claims, which have 
been amended directly or indirectly, and allowance of the same, are respectfully 
requested on the basis of the following remarks. 

Upon entry of this amendment claims 1-12 and 14-22. Claim 13 has been 
canceled. 

Rejection of claims 7-12 and 14-22 un der 35 U.S.C. 112 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7-12 and 14-22 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph. 

Claims 7, 14, 18, and 21 have been amended to remove the phrase "directly." 
Accordingly, the Applicants request that the rejection of these claims, and the claims 
that depend directly or indirectly therefrom, be withdrawn. 

Rejection of claims 1-3 and 4-6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 and 4-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
allegedly being unpatentable over Fukuoka (U.S. Pat. No. 6,238,746) in light of 
Takeuchi (JP 61-171527) and in further light of Hetland (WO 89/06181) and/or Jaffe 
(U.S.Pat. No. 5,871,827). 

Fukuoka appears to disclose a painting method and apparatus in which five to 
eight primary color paints are transferred along corresponding paint-transferring lines 
and wherein one or more of the paints are mixed in an agitating unit 7 to form another 
paint color which is later transferred to a spray gun G. See abstract. 

The Examiner has conceded that Fukuoka does not disclose directing the 
coating materials to separate reservoirs once they have been blended. See page 2 of 
the Office Action. 

Accordingly, the Examiner relies on Takeuchi to show this feature. In general, 
Takeuchi appears to disclose a system containing recirculation circuits 8, 8', and 8", 
which are connected to a series of relay tanks 7, 7', and 7", in order to eliminate 
sedimentation of the pigment of the paint that is contained within the relay tanks. 

The Examiner contends that one skilled in the art would have modified the 
apparatus disclosed in Fukuoka such that the apparatus would contain the reservoirs 
that are disclosed in Takeuchi in order to prevent sedimentation of the pigments in the 
system. See page 3 of the Final Office Action. 



7 



Claim 1 has been amended to recite that the mixer is connected to a plurality of 
reservoirs . Takeuchi does not disclose and/or suggest that each of the mixers (4, 4\ 
4") is connected to a plurality of reservoirs (7, 7\ 7"). Rather, Takeuchi clearly 
discloses that each mixer (4, 4\ 4") is connected to a single reservoir (7, 7\ 7", 
respectively). 

Since the combination of Takeuchi and Fukuoka does not teach every feature 
that is recited in amended claim 1, the Applicants submit that amended claim 1, and 
the claims that depend directly or indirectly therefrom, are in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claims 7. 8-12, and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7, 8-12, and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
for allegedly being unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,494,608) and Takeuchi in tight of Fujisawa (U.S. Pat. No, 4,738,219) and in further 
light of Nakazono (U.S. Pat. No. 5,647,535). 

The Examiner concedes that Jaffe does not disclose or suggest applying a 
second basecoat layer using a dynamic coating system. The Examiner, therefore, 
relies on Retamal to show this feature. 

However, the Examiner concedes that neither Jaffe nor Retamal discloses a 
dynamic coating system that comprises a plurality of coating components connected to 
a mixer that is connected to a plurality of reservoirs which are connected to one or 
more applicators. 

Accordingly, the Examiner relies on Fujisawa to show a plurality of coating 
components connected to a mixer that is connected to an applicator. 

Fujisawa, in genera!, appears to disclose a coating apparatus wherein a variety 
of coating components are connected to a mixer that is connected to an applicator. 
See Abstract and Figure. 

The Examiner has conceded that Fujisawa does not disclose a plurality of 
reservoirs connected to the mixer. Therefore, the Examiner relies on Takeuchi to 
show this feature. See page 5 of the Final Office Action. 

Claim 7 recites that the mixer is connected to a plurality of reservoirs . As 
stated above, however, Takeuchi does not disclose and/or suggest that each of the 
mixers (4, 4\ 4") is connected to a plurality of reservoirs (7, 7', 7"). Rather, Takeuchi 
clearly discloses that each mixer (4, 4', 4") is connected to a single reservoir (7, 7\ T\ 
respectively). 

Because the combination of Jaffe, Retamal, Takeuchi, and Fujisawa does not 
disclose and/or suggest every feature that is recited in claim 7, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn 
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and that claim 7, and the claims that depend directly or indirectly therefrom, be 
allowed. 

Rejection of claim 14-17 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 14-15 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
allegedly being unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of Dutt 
(U.S. Pat. Publ. No. 2004/0028823), Fujisawa, and/or Takeuchi. 

Claim 14 recites a dynamic coating system that comprises: (i) a plurality of 
coating sources; (ii) a mixer connected to the plurality of coating sources; (iii) a 
plurality of reservoirs connected to the mixer; and (iv) one or more applicators 
connected to one or more of the reservoirs. 

The Examiner concedes that Jaffe does not disclose or suggest applying a 
second basecoat layer using a dynamic coating system. The Examiner, therefore, 
relies on Retamal to show this feature. 

However, the Examiner concedes that neither Jaffe nor Retamal discloses a 
dynamic coating system that comprises a plurality of coating components connected to 
a mixer that is connected to a plurality of reservoirs which are connected to one or 
more applicators. 

Accordingly, the Examiner relies on Fujisawa to show a plurality of coating 
components connected to a mixer that is connected to an applicator, 

Fujisawa, in general, appears to disclose a coating apparatus wherein a variety 
of coating components are connected to a mixer that is connected to an applicator. 
See Abstract and Figure, 

The Examiner has conceded that Fujisawa does not disclose a plurality of 
reservoirs connected to the mixer. Therefore, the Examiner relies on Takeuchi to 
show this feature. See page 5 of the Final Office Action. 

Claim 14 recites that the mixer is connected to a plurality of reservoirs. As 
stated above, however, Takeuchi does not disclose that each of the mixers (4, 4\ 4") is 
connected to a plurality of reservoirs (7, 7', 7"), Rather, Takeuchi clearly discloses that 
each mixer (4, 4', A") is connected to a single reservoir (7, 7\ 7", respectively). 
Accordingly, the combination of Jaffe, Retamal, Takeuchi, and Fujisawa does not 
disclose and/or suggest every feature that is recited in claim 14, Moreover, the 
addition of Dutt to the combination of Jaffe, Retamal, Takeuchi, and Fujisawa does not 
overcome this shortcoming either. 

Because the combination of Jaffe, Retamal, Takeuchi, Fujisawa, and Dutt does 
not disclose and/or suggest every feature that is recited in claim 14, the Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn 



9 



and that claim 14, and the claims that depend directly or indirectly therefrom, be 
allowed. 

Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing arguments, it is submitted that claims 1-12 and 14-22 
are in proper form for issuance of a Notice of Allowance and such action is respectfully 
requested at an early date. 
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